
PRESENT-DAY PROBLEMS OF THE 
CHURCH IN THE MISSION FIELD 

BY ARTHUR JUDSON BROWN, D.D. 

SINCE the aim of foreign missions is the Church, the 
problem of the Church will be with us as long as we have 
missions. Absence of the problem would mean the absence 
of the Church, which in turn would mean the failure of the 
missionary enterprise. During the pioneer period, when 
converts were few in number, widely scattered, usually 
ignorant, and without leaders of their own, the problem 
of the Church was comparatively simple. Now, by the 
blessing of God upon missionary work, numerous Churches 
have been developed. Christians of the second and third 
generations represent increasing strength and stability. 
Capable leaders are appearing and others are being trained 
in mission schools. The Churches are becoming conscious 
of unity and power. 

This significant movement in non-Christian lands is 
attracting scant attention from a preoccupied world. 
Politicians and generals, poets and scientists, business men 
and women of society give little heed to the comparatively 
small groups of Asiatics and Africans who worship the 
crucified Nazarene. ' No more did the statesmen and the 
philosophers of Rome understand the character and issues 
of that greatest movement of all history, of which their 
literature takes so little notice. That the greatest religious 
change in the history of mankind should have taken place 
under the eyes of a brilliant galaxy of philosophers and 
historians, and that they should have treated as simply 
contemptible an agency which all men must now admit 
t o  have been, for good or evil, the most powerful moral 
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lever that has ever been applied to the affairs of men, are 
facts well worthy of meditation in every period of religious 
transition.’’ This movement is being reproduced in our 
day in lands of which the early disciples had never heard. 
Humble but earnest men and women are hearing the 
good tidings of great joy which shall be to  all the people. 
The scenes so graphically described in the New Testament 
are being re-enacted on a wider scale throughout the 
mission fields of the twentieth century. 

The rise of these Churches is an inspiration to every 
Christian, but the resultant problems are among the most 
difficult that  we have to solve. They vitally affect the 
conditions under which missionary work must now be 
conducted and involve extensive readjustments in our 
attitude and methods. We of the West should carefully 
study these rising Churches in order that we may aid them 
effectively, avoid harmful policies, and co-operate har- 
moniously with them as they grow in grace and power. 

It has become trite to say that the Churches that we 
seek to develop should be self-propagating, self-supporting, 
social serving and self-governing. These characteristics 
are now accepted as axiomatic. We may wisely inquire, 
however, whether satisfactory progress in these directions 
is being made. 

As for self-propagation, we must admit that progress 
is not as marked in many fields as we had hoped that it 
would be. It is true that there are notable exceptions. 
The Christians in Korea or Uganda, for example, are widely 
known for their zeal in giving the Gospel to their neighbours 
and friends. From unpromising beginnings their Churches 
have multiplied wonderfully. We should, too, bear in 
mind that the natural presumption would be that Chris- 
tianity would gain very slowly in lands where it is regarded 
with suspicion as an alien faith, and at variance with long- 
established customs and deeply rooted prejudices. It took 
three hundred years for Christianity to make even a nominal 

1 Lecky, History of European Morals, I. 359. 
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conversion of our Anglo-Saxon ancestors. Protestant 
missionary work was begun but a little over a century ago. 
In a large part of the non-Christian world it is not half a 
century old, while some important fields have been occupied 
within the last two decades. In these circumstances it 
is perhaps remarkable that the average annual increase 
in the foreign field is three and a half times that of the 
churches in the United States. Numbers are not always 
a fair test of success, but it is surely hopeful that within the 
first hundred years of modern missions, the number of 
Christians in the mission field was at least twice as large 
as the number of Christians in the whole world at  the end 
of the first century of the Christian era. 

But while we may justly comfort ourselves by these 
considerations, we should not ignore the fact that in a dis- 
quieting number of fields the native Christians appear to 
have only a weak sense of responsibility for the pro- 
pagation of the Gospel among their own people. Perhaps 
the home Churches should be rather modest about pressing 
a criticism of this kind, for is it not painfully true that the 
average Christian feels little responsibility for bringing 
others to Christ? Surely a searching of heart on this 
subject is needed both at home and abroad. 

In self-support, too, we wish that we could report more 
satisfactory progress. It is true here, as in the case of self- 
propagation, that some fields have made notable advance 
until their Churches have become so solidly established that 
if the missionaries were to withdraw the Churches would 
undoubtedly be sustained by their own people. On the 
other hand, there are many fields in which desirable 
progress in self-support is not being made. A board which 
has conducted missionary work in India for eighty-seven 
years and whose extensive present work in that country 
represents an expenditure of $520,000 gold annually, has 
only five churches in all India that are self-supporting. But 
if we eliminate the contributions of missionary families 
and of native members who are employed by missionaries, 
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only one congregation is so maintained that it could survive 
if missionaries were to be withdrawn. That board, one 
of the largest in the world, reports only thirty-four self- 
supporting ‘ churches and groups ’ in China, none in Mexico 
and Persia, and only six in all South America. Out of a 
total of 1331 self-supporting ‘ churches and groups,’ 1153 
are in a single mission, leaving but 178 for all the rest of 
that board’s widely extended work. 

Some of the reported progress in self-support requires 
qualification. For example, in the mission referred to as 
having 1153 self-supporting churches and groups, 784 
are not organized churches, but simply ‘groups’ of be- 
lievers who are called self-supporting because they pay 
their local expenses, but they require the superintendence 
of a considerable force of missionaries whose salaries and 
expenses are not counted, while, except for the primary 
schools connected with local village churches, the burden 
of maintaining the extensive educational, medical, literary 
and general administrative work falls so largely upon 
the mission that its annual budget from its home board is 
over $300,000. Special grants during the year for new 
properties and other purposes swell the annual cost of that 
mission to about half a million dollars annually. Work in a 
given field can hardly be considered as moving very rapidly 
toward self-support when the demands for money from the 
home Churches instead of diminishing with the growth of 
the native Church, actually increase from year to year. 
Some of the most expensive missions in the world to-day 
are those which have the largest native Churches. Surely 
there must be an end to this process sometime. If we are 
to  admit that the more successful the work of establishing 
a church the heavier is the obligation of the home Churches 
t o  sustain its varied needs, it is not difficult to foresee 
disaster. 

We must be careful to get the work 
rooted in native soil as soon as possible so that it will 
be able to stand without foreign props. We must insist 

The lesson is clear. 
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that  the native Christians shall support it as far as prac- 
ticable and as soon as practicable. Our duty is to start 
Christianity in non-Christian lands, not to maintain it 
indefinitely ; to teach the Gospel, to found its institutions, 
to  aid them so far as necessary in their infancy, but to  
insist that as soon as practicable the Churches shall stand 
upon their own foundations. We must be patient and reason- 
able, for now as of old it is usually the common people 
who hear Christ gladly, and in the mission field the common 
people are pitifully poor. But the spirit of self-help is 
as vital to  character abroad as it is at home, and we must 
not pauperize the Christians in the mission field by an un- 
wise charity. They paid heavily for the support of their 
old religions, and there is no reason why they should not 
do at least as much to support their new faith. It is highly 
imprudent to  turn the expectation of native Christians 
toward the Churches of Europe and America instead of 
toward themselves. It is easier to appeal to a board in 
London or New York than it is for the individual believer 
to  do as the Christians of the first century did, and as 
socialists are now doing-that is, accept without pay the 
privilege and responsibility of communicating one’s message 
to  others. Why should a follower of Christ, anywhere in 
the world, whether in Chicago, Manchester, or Peking, 
assume that he is under no obligation to witness for Christ 
unless somebody hires him to do so ? 

In  social service, the record of progress is more satis- 
factory. We are done with the old idea that the Church 
should concern itself only with selected individuals and 
leave the world to  toboggan unhindered to  the devil; 
that one can be a Christian as a man and a pagan as a 
citizen ; that  the gospel of Christ applies: nly to persons 
in their private relations and has nothin 8 t o  do with the 
same persons when organized as communities and nations ; 
and that the Church is merely an ambulance stationed at 
the bottom of a precipice to care for some of those who have 
fallen over but with no responsibility for the conditions 
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at the top which are constantly precipitating human beings 
over the precipice. We should not, however, go to the 
other extreme by insisting that the pre-eminent duty of 
the Church is not to preach the Gospel but to effect social 
reforms. This would be a false alternative. No such 
distinction is permissible between the Gospel and social 
service rightly understood. I believe, with all my heart, 
that the supreme duty of the missionary enterprise is to 
make Jesus Christ intelligently known as Saviour and Lord, 
to induce men to accept Him as such, and to aid them 
in establishing the Church. Evangelistic work, therefore, 
should be first in importance always and everywhere. 
But when the Gospel is introduced among a non-Christian 
people, we should not leave converts to ascertain and work 
out unaided its meaning in human society. It has taken 
western Christians many centuries to learn this lesson. 
Why should we leave Asiatics and Africans to stumble along 
for the same number of centuries ? It is a reproach to the 
Churches of America and Europe that they have so largely 
left the outworking of the Gospel in society to independent 
and voluntary organizations. 

The problem of self-government is perhaps the most 
acute of present-day problems in connexion with the 
Church in the mission field. Missionaries and missionary 
societies have long advocated self-government in theory. 
But when should it be put into practice ? Ay, there’s the 
rub. There is room for wide difference of opinion as to 
whether a particular church has attained that maturity 
and soberness of judgment which fit it to manage its own 
affairs and to shape its own theological and ecclesiastical 
development. It may be that in some places independence 
is coming before the Church is really fitted for it. And 
yet it is perhaps only right that we should consider whether 
we ought to be the final judges of fitness. Our Anglo- 
Saxon ancestors would not permit other Churches to decide 
when they were competent to govern themselves. They 
felt that they were the proper persons to  determine that. 
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Nor did American Christians allow their mother Churches 
in Europe to settle this question for them. Everywhere 
in the history of Protestant Christianity the principle 
has been recognized that any considerable body of believers 
has the right to decide for itself whether or not it should 
be dependent upon others. Shall we deny to the Churches 
in the mission field a right which we cherish as fundamental ? 

We should take into consideration the natural dis- 
position of man, from which even grace does not emancipate, 
t o  hold on to power as long as possible. It is notoriously 
difficult for a parent to realize that a son is growing up to 
manhood and is entitled to decide some questions for him- 
self. This is even more apt to be true of the home Church 
and the mission in dealing with native Christians of a 
different race, who never will see some things as we see 
them or be disposed to do some things as we have done 
them. It is extremely difficult, in such circumstances, 
for the missionary to pursue a wise course between the 
extremes of prematurely hastening and unduly retarding 
the independence of the Church. We must balance our 
own judgment with the clearly expressed judgment of the 
native Christians themselves, and with our belief in the 
common guidance of the Spirit of God. 

Really self-governing Churches on the foreign field 
are depressingly few. A sympathetic New York pastor 
returned from a tour among some of the missions in Asia 
to say that the only self-governing Church that he found 
was in Japan, the Churches in the other fields that he visited 
being simply appendices of the missions. Exception might 
be taken to this generalization, but regarding missionary 
work as a whole, the ascendency of the foreigner is incon- 
testable. A peculiarly difficult phase of the relationship 
of the missionary to the native Church is becoming acute 
in lands where an exceptionally high grade of men are 
entering the service of the Church. Present methods 
impress them as involving subordination to the missionary. 
They resent it and the missionary laments it. 



The Church in the Mission Fiedd 485 
Two methods of solving this problem have been sug- 

gested. The first is to make a few of the best qualified 
native Christians members of the mission. The late Rev. 
Dr K. C. Chatterjee of India urged this method. He said 
that ' As they have the same educational qualifications 
and training as the foreign missionaries, they ought to have 
the same status and privileges ; they ought to be associated 
in counsel and administration and allowed to  vote in all 
mission matters ; or in other words, they ought to be made 
full members of the mission. 

Some of the missionaries sympathize with their Indian 
brethren in this matter. They assert that such men are 
their equals; that they have greater influence over the 
Indians ; that the appointment of even one or two would 
be a recognition of the Indian Churches which would have 
a most happy effect in conciliating the resentment that is 
now felt; that the present policy practically makes the 
foreigners a close corporation and a higher caste ; and that 
the missionary and the talented Indian leader ought to 
meet on the same official level. 

The second proposed solution is to transfer a large part 
of the present powers of the mission to the native Church. 
This we believe to be the wiser course. The first proposal, 
namely, to keep the mission with its present powers and 
make natives members of it, impresses the writer as wholly 
impracticable, for the following reasons : 

It would perpetuate the present unfortunate 
distinction between the foreign mission and the native 
Church and emphasize the subordination of the latter. 
The mission is amenable to the American or European 
Church through the board which appoints and maintains 
its missionaries. This appears to be inevitable as the 
home Churches are now constituted. Therefore to put 
the leaders of the native Church into the mission is not to 
give them the liberty which they desire but to rivet the 
bonds of dependence, since they would become members 
of a body which never can be independent of foreign control 

Fairness requires this.' 

First : 
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Second : About nineteen-twentieths of the money now 
expended on the foreign field comes from Europe and 
America. It is a sound principle that money should be 
administered by those who are selected by the representa- 
tives of the donors and who can be held to accountability 
for its use. The mission, being composed of missionaries, 
can be held to this accountability through its board. 
The native Church cannot be. It is not and should not 
be subject to a foreign board in a distant land. It is no 
reflection upon the Christians in the mission field to say 
that very few of them have had the experience in handling 
large sums of money that would qualify them to be prudent 
trustees of contributed funds. Men who have had little 
or no training in business methods and who have never 
handled more than one hundred dollars a year in their 
lives, are not the men to administer wisely several hundred 
thousand dollars of other people’s money. 

Home donors must also be considered. They are mani- 
festing a disposition to look more closely into the business 
methods of the missionary societies, and their gifts are 
influenced in no small degree, not only by their confidence 
in the wisdom of missionary administration, but by the 
fact that the societies are legally incorporated bodies that 
are subject to the laws and courts of the country in which 
the donors reside and also to the denominational bodies 
to which the donors belong. The latter therefore feel 
that they are giving their money to an agency that is in 
their own country, that they personally know, that they 
can watch, and that they can hold to legal and ecclesiastical 
accountability. This safeguard would be lacking if the 
administration were to be turned over to a large number of 
bodies in far distant lands that are not, and should not be, 
subject to the control of an alien agency. If it be said that 
the Asiatics or Africans would be a minority in the mission, 
we reply that once the principle of appointing them is 
adopted, we cannot be sure of that. In  accordance with 
our aim, the mission should decrease before the growing 
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Church. It might easily be that the number of properly 
qualified natives, developing among the millions in a given 
field, would ere long outnumber the score or so of foreigners ; 
while if the mission insisted on keeping them in the minority, 
the friction would be greater than it is now, for that would 
inevitably be construed as implying jealousy and distrust. 

Third : The appointment of native ministers as members 
of a mission is not a local matter. If the arguments for 
it are valid for one field, they are for others, and the question 
is reduced to the determination of qualifications. The 
boards should consider whether the missionaries as a whole 
favour such a policy. We have frequently raised the 
question in conference with missionaries, but we do not 
recall a single place where missionaries have desired the 
appointment of native ministers as members of the mission 
except in two local fields where the object was to  secure 
recognition of particular individual native Christians. The 
question, however, is not simply the recognition of two or 
three remarkable men, but the adoption of a principle which 
will be applicable to any number of such men. Is there not 
danger that personal regard for a few exceptional individuals 
may warp the judgment as to the larger policy which should 
be adopted? 

It is often desirable to remind ourselves of fundamental 
principles, lest we allow sporadic cases to drift us into 
policies that are antagonistic to our true aims. We can 
hardly state too often that, while the immediate object 
of the missionary is to present Christ to men with a view 
to their personal acceptance of Him as Saviour and Lord, 
the ultimate aim is the establishment of the Church. No 
non-Christian land will ever become Christian as long as 
its Christianity is an exotic, propagated by foreigners and 
dependent upon them. The sphere of the mission in any 
field is temporary ; that of the native Church is permanent. 
Though it may be necessary for the mission to remain in a 
given country for a long period, we must never for an instant 
forget that our object is not to establish an American Church 
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in Asia, or an English Church, but an Asiatic Church, and 
that the time will come when that Church will and should 
control itself. 

These are axioms of missionary policy that are univer- 
sally accepted as sound. Have they no bearing upon the 
question now under discussion? Surely they mean that 
we should endeavour to build up a permanent and authori- 
tative native Church, and transfer work and responsibility 
to  it as it is able to receive them. It follows that the native 
leaders should find their sphere in the Church rather fhan 
in the mission. In  every conference, association and presby- 
tery of the Church, the native minister is on a parity with 
the missionary who joins it, and with the growth of the 
Church the native ministers and elders will ere long have 
a majority. Indeed they have it now in a number of 
fields. If we are to transfer the coming leaders of the 
Churches in Asia from the permanent native Church to the 
temporary foreign mission, where they will be amenable to  
the authority of a board in Europe or America and in a 
position to exercise a power over trust funds for which 
they cannot be held responsible, we might as well abandon 
hope of ever realizing our aim of a self-supporting and self- 
governing Church in the mission field. Such a policy would 
be certain to demoralize the Churches. 

It is objected that the ' native Church has no real 
power.' Why no t?  Manifestly, for one or all of three 
reasons : First, because it is not yet capable of wisely 
using power; or, second, because its work is still chiefly 
dependent on foreign funds ; or, third, because the missions 
and the boards have been too slow to recognize the proper 
functions of the Church. Where the first two reasons pre- 
vail, it is inevitable that the mission should be the superior 
body. Self-support and self-government are indissolubly 
joined. It is as idle in Asia as it is in America to  suppose 
that men can live on the money of others without being 
dependent upon them. Foreign subsidies mean foreign 
dependence, and it is folly to suppose that the Churches of 
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Asia can regularly receive the former without the latter. 
It might be well to press self-support more strongly from 
this viewpoint, in order that the native Churches may more 
clearly realize that if they want to manage themselves, 
they must more largely maintain themselves, and that 
as long as the board and the mission foot the bill, they must 
have a voice in determining the character and amount of 
the bill. The Church of Christ in Japan frankly recognizes 
this principle and unhesitatingly accepts its corollary by 
refusing representation in presbytery to congregations 
that accept foreign support. In  India and China the 
question is complicated by the fact that in these countries 
we are not dealing, as in Japan, with Churches that are 
largely self-supportive and determined to be independent 
in finance as well as in government, but with Churches that 
demand independence in government while remaining 
dependent in support. It is far from the thought of 
missionaries and boards to make their money a means of 
retaining control, but it is as futile in Asia as it is every- 
where else to imagine that real independence is compatible 
with financial dependence. 

Where the third reason prevails, the board and the 
mission should immediately attempt to rectify their error. 
Is it not true, in some places at least, that the missionary 
continues to exercise the whole power after the Church has 
become able to assume a part of i t ?  Are there no self- 
supporting Churches whose pastors are still obliged to  obey 
a missionary ? Do the ministers of Asia understand, from 
actions as well as declarations, that we intend to give them 
autonomy as fast as practicable ? A policy which under- 
values the proper jurisdiction of the Church is fundament- 
ally wrong, and we cannot concede the validity of an 
argument based upon an undervaluation without vitiating 
an important element in our mission aim. 

We are constrained to believe, therefore, that to make 
native leaders members of the mission would only make 
matters worse and involve a fatally defective policy. ' The 
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best results of mission work will be attained only when right 
lines of distinction are observed between the functions of 
the native Churches and the functions of the foreign 
missions ; the missions contributing to the establishment 
of the native Churches and looking forward to passing on 
into the regions beyond when their work is done, and the 
native Churches growing up with an independent identity 
from the beginning, administering their own contributions 
and resources, unentangled with any responsibility for the 
administration of the missions or of the funds committed 
to the missions.’ 

The question logically follows : If the native minister 
should not be a member of the mission, should the mis- 
sionary be a member of the native Church? The native 
ministers feel that this question is justified by our policy. 
A statement of the objections to their membership in the 
mission, and a reminder that their sphere was in the Church 
as the permanent and ultimately authoritative body, almost 
invariably elicited the retort : ‘ If the presbyteries are ours, 
why do not the missionaries leave them to  us ? If you 
will not permit us to join the mission, your men ought not 
to join our presbytery. As it  is, both presbytery and 
mission are under your control, so that the native minister 
has no authority whatever.’ 

Many missionaries, who would cordially agree to all 
that has been said about trusting the native leaders and 
magnifying the functions of the Church, nevertheless 
believe that they are needed in the native Church, that they 
ought to be under its jurisdiction, and that if they were to 
withdraw, the Christians would feel that missionaries and 
missionary money and policy would be wholly beyond their 
reach. The organization of autonomous Churches in India, 
Japan, Korea, and several other lands has forced the mis- 
sionaries in those countries to choose between their home 
Church and the native Church. The average missionary 
does not want to sever his connexion with the home 

1 General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., 1898. 
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Church and he ought not to do so. His brethren a t  home 
will be more deeply interested in him if he retains his 
membership with them. They will hear his name at every 
roll-call and have a pride in knowing that one of their 
number is on the foreign field. When he returns on fur- 
lough, he may be chosen to preside over their meetings. 
American Presbyterian missionaries have twice been 
elected Moderators of the General Assembly. All this is 
an advantage to a missionary in strengthening his ties 
with the homeland, in enabling him to feel that  his sup- 
porters are thinking about him and praying for him, and it 
is also a great advantage to the cause of missions in the 
home Churches. These substantial advantages are sacri- 
ficed if the missionary cuts loose from the home Church and 
joins the Church on the field. 

Realizing this, recourse has been had in some instances 
to the plan of belonging both to the Church in America 
and the Church on the field. Apart from its doubtful 
ecclesiastical regularity, this plan places the missionary 
in an anomaIous condition which is unsatisfactory in many 
ways. The editor of the I n d i a n  Standard observes : 

The missionaries think that they have cut themselves off from the  home 
Church ant1 fully identified themselves with the  Church in India, but of course 
they have really clone nothing of' t he  kind. They are all under their re- 
spective mission boards, wbich are committees of the  home Churches. The 
true preslytery knows nothing of a body of ministers from a foreign land, 
outnumbering the native ministry and independent of it, and yet domiriatiiig 
all presbyterial action by their vote, and the expedient of cutting the  
ecclesiastical tie with home does not solve the  problem . . . At present t he  
missionaries are virtually in  the position of the House of Lords, with this 
advantage, that  they sit and vote in both houses. 

The native leaders are not slow to see that the mis- 
sionary is not really subject to the native Church. When a 
missionary in Japan said that he regarded himself as under 
the jurisdiction of the Japanese Church, Dr Uemura re- 
plied : ' The missionaries who have joined our presbyteries 
are in no true sense integral parts of the Japanese Church. 
They are members in name, but in fact they are under the 
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control of an outside organization. The churches which 
are maintained by mission aid are likewise only nominally 
under the control of presbytery. The real powcr over 
them is the mission. Nothing can be done either by the 
Church or the presbytery without the consent and approval 
of the missionary in charge. The time has conic t o  have 
done with all this pretence at co-operation.’ 

The details of the problem differ in various fields, so 
that all that we have said does not apply with equal force 
to every body of missionaries. Some ecclesiastical policies 
and mission methods give less power to the mission and 
more to the Church than others. But the fundamental 
problem is substantially the same in all, namely, missionary 
domination almost everywhere, except in Japan ; and 
whether it is exercised through a mission outside of the 
Church or through active membership in it, thc result is 
practically the same. 

What then should be the relation of the missionary to 
the native Church ? We reply, that of a corresponding 
member, with a voice in discussion but without a vote. 
All the guidance that it is good for the missionary to  give, 
and good for the Church to have, can be given just as well 
if the missionary is in advisory relations. 

It is unwise to organize a Church out of missionaries 
and their families before there are native Christians, and a 
presbytery or conference out of missionaries bcfore there 
are native pastors. This has been done in some fields. 
Such a policy forces the premature organization o€ ecclesi- 
astical machinery on the mission field. It creatcs a Church 
that will be foreign in spirit. Natives come in one by one 
to find foreigners in full control, and they are apt to regard 
the whole institution as alien. Consistent procedure would 
confine mission membership to missionaries and church 
membership to native Christians. This would give the 
native ministers a due sense of responsibility, train them to 
a self-reliant care of their own work, and lead them to 
value the Church as the expression of their own religious 
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convictions and activities. Not without opposition, but 
slowly and surely, this is coming to be regarded as the 
logical outcome of sound views of the relation of the mis- 
sionary to the native Church. The boards can only advise, 
as they do not possess authority in ecclesiastical matters. 
Final decision must be left largely to the missionaries and 
churches. Meantime, it is gratifying to know that all over 
Asia missionaries are earnestly considering the question of 
the status of the native Church and are desirous of finding 
some plan which will give a freer field to it. 

The World War has had a bearing upon this problem 
that we cannot ignore. National pride and selfishness 
are far more prominently in evidence. It is not surprising 
that the recrudescence of sectionalism and race prejudice 
that is so powerfully affecting our own country is mani- 
festing itself in non-Christian lands. I have discussed 
some important manifestations of this spirit in my book 
entitled The Mastery of the Far East, and I call special 
attention to the able monograph of Mr J. H. Oldham on 
The Missionary Situation after the War. President Wilson’s 
famous declaration regarding the right of self-determina- 
tion has fired the imagination of dependent peoples the 
world over. Koreans, Filipinos, Egyptians and East 
Indians are demanding independence. Almost everywhere 
non-Christian peoples are more restive than ever under 
the domination of foreigners, both political and religious. 
The attitude of a convert towards a missionary is naturally 
influenced by this racial spirit. He is still an Oriental, 
and he shares, to some extent at least, the irritation of 
proud and ancient races as they see the white man every- 
where striving for the ascendancy. The growth of the 
native Church in numbers and power has developed within 
it a strong nationalistic feeling, a conviction that the 
natives should be independent of foreign control in religion 
as in government, This is, of course, natural; but it 
involves some readjustments that are not easily made. 

It takes a great deal of grace for the missionary, after 
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having been the supreme authority, to accept a place 
subordinate to that of the natives whom he has trained. 
Missionaries in some fields already find themselves in this 
position, and they would hardly be human if they did not 
feel uncomfortable. The spirit of independence has become 
so intense in Japan that many of the native leaders would 
have the Church refuse to recognize a congregation or 
preacher that receives foreign aid. The Rev. Masahisa 
Uemura, the leader of this party, writes : 

Apart from Christ and the Spirit, Japanese Christianity ha? no need to 
rely on any one whatever. Sufficient unto itself, resolved to stand alone, it 
must advance along the whole line towards the realization of this ideal. . . I 
To depend upon the  pockets of foreigners for money to pay the bills is not 
a situation which ought to satisfy the moral sense of‘ Jnp;uiese Chri5tians. 
Likewise in the realm of religious thought, is i t  not shanieful to accept 
opinions ready-made, relying on the experience of others instead of oiie’s 
own ? . . . Those of us who are earnestly insisting on the  independence of 
the  Church in our country are not moved by narrow nationalistic ideas. . . . 
We are moved by the  positive power of a great ideal. Every nation has its 
special characteristics. . . . Is it not a great duty which we owe  to  God and to  
mankind to develop the  religious talent of our people, and to contribute our 
share to the religious ideas of the world ? We cannot believe that the natural 
talents of our people are of mi diocre order. At the present time the thought- 
world of Europe and America i s  in a state of ferment and uncertainty. Chaos 
reigns, and ‘darkness broods over the face of the deep.’ Is it not our duty at 
such a time to develop our heaven-bestowed gifts and shed new light in the 
world ? 

This is rather an ambitious program, but we applaud 
such a spirit of self-sacrificing independence as far more 
helpful than flabby and supine acquiescence in external 
leadership. We cannot, however, view some phases of 
the situation without anxiety, nor can we fail to discern 
how embarrassing the position of the missionaries must be. 

What shall be the creed and polity of the native Church, 
and how far shall the missionary seek to shape them accord- 
ing to his own ideas ? This is one of the related problems 
which is becoming more and more difficult and delicate. 
The missionary from the West, trained in the tenets of a 
particular denomination, born and ‘bred to regard its creed 
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and polity as the ones most in accord with the Word of God, 
is very apt to feel that they should be repeated on the 
foreign field. But we must more clearly recognize the 
right of each autonomous body of Christians to determine 
certain things for itself. We cannot, indeed, ignore the 
risks that are involved. There is sometimes ground for 
grave anxiety. Will the rising Churches of Japan, of 
China, of India, be soundly evangelical ? God grant that 
they may be. But who is to be the judge of soundness ? 
And in respect of undoubted doctrines, to what extent 
should we impose our western terminology upon eastern 
Churches ? We must be fair enough to remember that, 
in the course of nearly two thousand years, Christianity has 
taken on some of the characteristics of the white races, and 
that missionaries, inheriting these characteristics, have 
more or less unconsciously identified them with the 
essentials. Perhaps this is one reason that Christianity 
is so often called ‘ the foreigner’s religion,’ a saying which 
indicates an entire misconception of its real character. 

We would not minimize the gravity of this question 
or the perils of premature independence. But let us have 
faith in our brethren and faith in. God. When Christ said 
that He would be with His disciples alway, He meant His 
disciples in Asia and Africa as well as in Europe and 
America. The operations of the Holy Spirit are not con- 
fined to the white races. Are we to take no account of His 
guidance? He is still in the world and will not forsake 
His own. 

ARTHUR J. BROWN 


